INTRODUCTION
Academics and practioners in the field of organizational paradigm are confronting ideas and attitudes regarding the classification of different organizational forms and concepts. Most of them are trying to draw the red line between those concepts and to enumerate pros and cons for each of the types in order to justify the distinction. The extent of subjectivity that characterizes each such classification is apparent, but for the sake of conceptual elegance of the paper, we will differ bureaucratic (modern) and post-bureaucratic (post-modern) type as two 'contrasting' ways of conceptualising organizations. Therefore, we will expound on two 'clean' concepts of organizations and their virtues and downsides. Nevertheless, we should be aware that these are only two chosen dots on the continuum of possible conceptualisations of organization which are not completely different and separated.
The paper is divided into four sections. First section displays main characteristics of so-called bureaucratic or modern organization. Special attention is dedicated to its virtues and downsides. Second section exhibits the ideas behind postomodern organizations with special emphasis on distinction between this and modern type of organization. Third section deals with the phenomenon of orga- 
MODERN ORGANIZATION
The concept of bureaucracy has been widely treated in both popular and academic literature. Here the term bureaucracy is used to denote all forms of rational or modern organization. This is in accordance with Weber's ideal type of organization characterized by division of labour and authority, hierarchy of offices, careful specification of office functions, recruitment and promotion on the basis of the merits, and coherent hierarchical system of discipline and control. In a nutshell, organization is seen as a bounded and definable entity, which follows the stringent logic of standardization in order to accomplish precisely defined goals. According to Jaffe 1 , rational bureaucratic organization is based on three basic principles: formalization (rules, procedures, policies, reports given in a standardized written form), instrumentalism (organization is an instrument or 'machine' 2 which transforms tasks into achieved goals in a routinized, algorithmic and predictable way) and rational-legal authority (authority is based on formal position, which is derived from objective personal qualifications and merits as opposed to nepotism, tradition or charisma).
In recent years, this paradigm has been largely criticized. For example, leading business magazines, such as Fortune, have continuously published articles with titles, such as "The Bureaucracy Busters" 3 . Nevertheless, the same sort of rationalization, though in more contemporary and insidious form, has been analysed by George Ritzer under the term of McDonaldization 4 . The most vivid example is fast-food industry but the same or similar organizational principles ('efficiency, calculability, predictability, control') have been diffused throughout the society in the domains of education, healthcare, travel, leisure, etc.
The key feature of bureaucracy is the rational mapping of offices. The logic of the system is to c cu ut t w wo or rk k p pr ro oc ce es ss s into smaller parts and m ma ak ke e e em mp pl lo oy ye ee es s r re es sp po on ns si ib bl le e for their accomplishment. Therefore, the segmentation of responsibility is crucial to the effectiveness of the system as a whole. The main focus is on stringent c co on nt tr ro ol l and e ef ff fi ic ci ie en nt t (based on experience curve, economies of scale) fulfilment of pre-defined and coordinated tasks under the assumption that environment is stable and predictable. There is universal, 'one best way' of doing things based on own positive working experience or/and practices of successful organizations (benchmarking).
The precise specification of duties and methods assures the leaders that their orders will be interpreted correctly, rather than being twisted and deformed by personal interests. Therefore, j jo ob bs s a ar re e d de ef fi in ne ed d b by y t th he e n ne ee ed ds s o of f o or rg ga an ni iz za at ti io on n and its proclaimed goals, rather than by the people in them. Apparently, matching the job and the person is the key task of personnel management of bureaucracy, often very difficult to achieve.
The 
em mp pl lo oy ye ee es s' ' i in nt te el ll li ig ge en nc ce e c ca ap pa ac ci it ti ie es s.
The majority of workforce is usually engaged in repetitive tasks that require low intelligent effort. Similarly, organizational creativity is mostly 'depleted' on internal problems (systems and procedures). The internal procedures ("push production system" 5 ) consume much more resources than market-oriented activities. This approach is in line with the assumption that environment is stable, predictable and controllable.
However, the Japanese system of participation ('kaizen', 'kanban') proved the usefulness of consulting the workers ideas and opinions for the improvement of working practices and defining organizational goals. Undoubtedly, a successful mobilization of multiple sources of intelligence should outweigh any individual. On the other hand, the undesirable consequence of excessive participation may be spending too much time on discussions and debates (in decision-making process) and the threat of falling into chaos (in decision-implementation process).
The most vivid shortcoming of bureaucracy, especially in the last decade, has been i in nf fl le ex xi ib bi il li it ty y expressed through inadequate response to changing environment and loose touch with customers and other external stakeholders. This originates mainly from the segmented design, where only top layer has a 'bird-eye view' of what is really going on in a company. Lower layers can only see the pieces (given through job assignments) of the puzzle 6 . Therefore, they are unable Ekonomski anali br 165, april 2005 Ekonomski anali br 165, april . -jun 2005 to understand the strategic frame and adapt smoothly to the shifts in other parts of the organization. In a nutshell, more gradual evolution of the system is limited by the rigidity and formalism of the system. The adaptability is articulated only through very stressful restructuring process. These revolutions of the system may have detrimental effects on deep-rooted workers' identity linked to predictable and routinized reality.
The related problem is d de eh hu um ma an ni is sa at ti io on n, , a al li ie en na at ti io on n a an nd d d de em mo ot ti iv va at ti io on n o of f e em mp pl lo oy ye ee es s.
The bureaucratic system simply discourages personal initiative, innovation and development of employee's personality through working process. The employees are seen as a tool or instrument (production factor) for accomplishment of pre-defined goals. The main motto is: 'That is your job, that is all you have to take care of'. On top of it, the organization insists on members' undisputable loyalty, commitment and discipline. Consequently, there is often clear separation between personal and professional in mind of workers: "When I go to factory I just leave my brain in front of the door". Organizational culture treats employees as production factor (or asset), which incurs costs and brings benefits to the company. Similarly, the 'Fordist' wages are fully contingent on increase in productivity, which may result in serious motivation problem. Motivation programmes are exclusively based on monetary incentives, neglecting the importance of socially-coloured sweeteners.
The 'ideal bureaucratic structure' h hi id de es s a an n i in nf fo or rm ma al l d da ai il ly y l li if fe e made up of employees' lived experience, socialisation, debates, conflicts, exercise of power, manifestation of insecurity and inequality, continuous processes of identity formation and reproduction under the ambiguous realm of 'politics'. The crude, vertical control system of bureaucracy neglects informal lateral connections and the importance of group interaction and social climate to job performance.
POSTMODERN ORGANIZATION
The growing perception of the fundamental inadequacy of the modern (bureaucratic) concept raises the question: What sort of organization can successfully replace the traditional bureaucratic structure? This question has been driving many experiments with organizational systems and arrangements.
Therefore, it is very difficult, maybe impossible to define post-bureaucratic organization precisely. The notion of the postmodernism, as "a very slippery concept" traditional bureaucratic course. The transition from 'old' to 'new' paradigm is vividly expressed in the table below. terms of number of employees and asset value. For instance, 'just-in-time' system, tends to reduce inventory costs. The production is pulled by market demand, rather than pushed by "just-in-case principle". Postmodern organization is characterized by 'f fu uz zz zy y, , s sh hi if ft ti in ng g b bo ou un nd da ar ri ie es s'. This is obvious through the growth of alliances, networks, joint ventures among different firms, but also through increasing fluctuation in work-force contingent. The flattening of structure brings numerous layoffs, which increases insecurity of employees and accelerates competition for job. On top of it, the number of temporarily hired workers has experienced steep rise 10 . Temporary workers have long been used to fill in for sick or vacationing workers, but recently employers have been hiring temporaries in massive number to fill formerly permanent positions. Employers want to avoid having workers on their payrolls when demand is low. Also, they save by externalising the administrative costs entailed with recruitment, hiring, and control of temporary workers. This is a potential source of animosity, tension and conflict between permanent and temporary workers, "particularly if permanent workers view temporaries as a reserve army of labour, ready and willing to step into their full-time, permanent jobs".
11
In contrast to bureaucratic concept, which insists on parochial responsibility, here everyone takes r
re es sp po on ns si ib bi il li it ty y f fo or r t th he e s su uc cc ce es ss s o of f t th he e o or rg ga an ni iz za at ti io on n a as s a a w wh ho ol le e.

12
The prerequisite for this is integrating people around organizational mission and strategy. Employees need to understand the key objectives in depth in order to coordinate their actions with others.
In order to link individual contributions (individual jobs) to the mission, there is widespread s sh ha ar ri in ng g a an nd d d di is ss se em mi in na at ti io on n o of f i in nf fo or rm ma at ti io on n.
Information flows from the top down but also from the bottom up and laterally, which drastically improves the quality and credibility of the data being shared.
Therefore, the institutionalisation of dialogue plays an important role in enhancing the atmosphere of trust 13 
within the organization. The o or rg ga an ni iz za at ti io on na al l n ne et tw wo or rk ks s a an nd d a al ll li ia an nc ce es s, for example, are replacing all forms of vertical command and communication channels with lateral relationships among different compa-
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Postmodern organization and new forms of organizational control 10 One third of all American workers hold temporary, part-time job, or short-term contract jobs.
More than 90% of new jobs being created are part-time. It is interesting that two of three temporary workers are women and 20% are blacks, which suggests that gender and racial inequality still exist. Focus on mission is supplemented by course for action based on p pr ri in nc ci ip pl le es s r ra at th he er r t th ha an n r ru ul le es s. Principles, as opposed to rules, give only the general message for doing something. They leave certain extent of flexibility to employees, because the choice what to do is determined by the nature of the current problem, not by formal procedures. Instead of a role specified by the organization and codified in a job description, a role is identified by the current task and location of the worker. People are asked to think about the reasons for doing something rather than blindly follow rigid procedures. Furthermore, once established principles are not fixed, but susceptible to periodic discussions and reviews in line with changing circumstances.
Continuous learning is a condition for job security in contemporary l le ea ar rn ni in ng g o or rg ga an ni iz za at ti io on n. All employees are stimulated, through systematic and regular meetings with managers, to share their ideas and express 'tacit knowledge', which might be very useful for continuous re-definition of tasks. The aim is to learn by doing and by listening to the colleagues' opinions and experiences ('collective intelligence'). Moreover, the obsession with learning about work is expressed through increased demand for continuous innovation and adaptation and rapid obsolescence of working practices and knowledge. This is the basic principle of "knowledge creating company"
15
. The best example is Japanese kaizen strategy, where all employees had an opportunity on a regular basis to discuss with their managers improvement of everyday working practices and redefinition of organizational goals.
DOWNSIDES OF POSTMODERNISM
In organization with loosely defined goals, watered organizational culture, low-level of self-discipline, insufficiently capable leadership, the application of this concept may result in anarchy and chaos. This may lead to increased costs of decision-making and decision-implementation.
The employees are subject to greater load of r re es sp po on ns si ib bi il li it ty y a an nd d s st tr re es ss s.
16
Workers are held responsible for outcomes that were once the exclusive responsibility of supervisors and managers. For instance, JIT system, although featuring improvements in flexibility, cost effectiveness, level of quality and employees' participation, brings immense pressure on workers. One of the most stressful aspects of everyday work was related to late deliveries. If deliveries did nor arrive on time, the production process is slowed down and targets could not be met. Similarly, adoption of TQM practice requires from factory workers to learn advanced methods of statistical control (in order to track production) and 'problem-and-defect identification' 17 , and to train to work under the pressure 18 . All these practices speed up production processes and eliminate any idle time. They "pump work out of workers" Also, many workers have developed an attachment to standard operating procedures and may be r re es si is st ta an nt t t to o n ne ew w p pr ra ac ct ti ic ce es s. Long time ago, Erich Fromm noticed that "many, if not most people thrive on predictability and routine" 21 . This is a strong motivation for individuals to engage in socially established institutions and routines (for example, in the institution of marriage). Some authors argue that the resistance was not simply a matter of job (in)security or new remuneration schemes, but, more importantly, was a consequence of "emotionally charged concern to preserve the established working practices and arrangements…and established sense of self-identity" 22 . Obviously, the future is getting more blurred, and the support systems that formerly provided individuals with a deeply established sense of self-identity and direction (such as relatively stable Economic Annals no 165, April 2005 -June 2005 family life and relationships, schooling, cultural practices, career ladder or working arrangements) are changing fast. However, Knights believes that the flexible organization needs "a flexible self with little or no attachment to secure and stable identities"
23
. Indeed, changeable tasks, roles, positions and projects render identities less stable and more impermanent and transitory.
The frequent defence mechanism of dissatisfied workers is indifference to their working situation. The psychological distancing from the working reality serves to preserve and protect the subjectively established image of self. The usual defence of self-image is represented through this social construction: "I am a family man rather than a career person". 
NEW FORMS OF ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL
Braverman holds that the twentieth century has experienced the tightening of managerial control, primarily through the application of Taylorist and scientific management strategies.The compulsive desire to control has not disappeared in postmodern era. What is constantly changing are the means and methods used to manage control process. The newly developed methods of overt and covert social control are natural answer to increasingly blurred and fragmented identity of working force. Jaffe emphasizes: "… it is more than the formal working role and the informal nonworking role ('imported baggage'); rather it is a human who might be developing multiple identities and roles at work, employing multiple sensemaking perspectives, and occupying positions of authority and subordination simultaneously." 25 Obviously, it is very difficult to develop successful strategies of social control, which would be able to integrate and mobilize all employees in a long run.
Deetz contends that managerial approach is m ma an na ag gi in ng g t th he e " "i in ns si id de es s" "-the hopes, fears and aspirations of workers, rather than their behaviours directly" 26 . The target is to win over workers' 'hearts and minds' 27 and integrate their activities towards organizational mission. The aim is to establish the official, dominant definitions of reality in organization. This is in line with Knights' view that "politics constitutes reality, not the other way around".
O Or rg ga an ni iz za at ti io on na al l c cu ul lt tu ur re e plays very important role in integrating employees around the same mission. The aim of the strong corporate culture is to form strong identification and loyalty with the main organization's objectives and values. Ray argues that the use of culture as a management strategy can be "potentially very effective in promoting loyalty, enthusiasm, diligence and even devotion to the enterprise". 29 The main task of corporate culture is to join together employees' sense of identity with the economic priorities (productivity and quality) of the organization. Willmott 
termed this process as 't th he e d de e-d di if ff fe er re en nt ti ia at ti io on n o of f e ec co on no om my y a an nd d c cu ul lt tu ur re e'
30
. In his opinion, this process is promoted "by institutionalising a sense of fun and playfulness" 31 , as the most fluid and casual way to spread 'universal values' and express affectionate and caring quality of organization. It is expected that people should look for appropriate adaptations within this flexible cultural framework. This cunning discourse system is the contemporary 'weapon' against employee resistance and anyone questioning or confronting the nature of these rituals is labelled to be disloyal to the company, to lack a sense of humour, or to ascribe undue importance to something that is transparently trivial. Heydebrand named this new management practice as 'technocratic informalism' representing " an intentional, postmodern strategy of increasing the flexibility of social structures and making them amenable to new forms of indirect and internalised control" 32 . Other authors claim that these managerial methods are designed to undermine organized labour (unions), squeeze out more effort from workers, intensify the pace, and gain greater control over all aspects of work process.
Spanking new v vo oc ca ab bu ul la ar ry y a an nd d d di is sc co ou ur rs se es s play an important role in this intentional psychological process. For example, the term "We" is preferred to "The Company" or "They" 33 . On the other hand, a dominant discourse about work (full-time, 9 to 5, male, 'public' office or factory, one career for life) is declining, waiting for another yet to be articulated. For the beginning, we have steep rise in number of female managers (supports very interesting notion of 'de-masculinization' of management) or temporarily hired workers with flexible working hours.
Economic Annals no 165, April 2005 -June 2005 ' 'M Mo on ni it to or ri in ng g a at t a a d di is st ta an nc ce e' ', through the use of accounting measures, is an attempt to hide the true level of direct and intentional control. Leading-edge information technology is used to monitor the location of products, provide detailed information about work performance, and build in quality control mechanism.
The stringent control is often replaced by p pe ee er r e ev va al lu ua at ti io on n i in ns si id de e t te ea am ms s. After working on particular project together, each member of team gets a relatively detailed view of others' strengths and weaknesses, which then can be very useful for forming more internally consistent teams for future projects. Also, it is more elegant way of spotting the others' failures in completing tasks and offering informal supervision and assistance by more skilful colleagues. On the other hand, everyone controls everyone. "Indeed, with everyone watching everyone else, it can feel like having a hundred bosses"
34
. Moreover, different workload for the same-paid jobs may just exacerbate the atmosphere. This may enhance insecurity of employees and result in abstinence, sabotage, strikes, etc.
35
Team-based and consumer-based (e.g. opinions of consumers in supermarkets) control represents new, decentred and less visible tactic of control. The only novelty is that control is moved from the hands of managers and supervisors into the hands of teammates. Smith argues that "…power potentially resides in all locations, emerging at different times and being exercised by different actors: supervisors, co-workers, and even customers". Japanese companies are famous for strong employees' attachment to organization, which is not only the consequence of longstanding tradition and national culture, but also of excellent managerial practices ('toyotaism'). These practices encompass different material bonuses, lifetime employment, predictable career path, numerous informal social events (such as picnics or recreation days). Also, all sorts of business-related interactions, debates and discussions are stimulated. In general, the aim of these practices is to replicate the family-like atmosphere inside the company, which then should lead to enhanced motivation and higher profitability.
The crucial point is to integrate functional and social aspect of organization and that is possible only with a help of widely accepted corporate values and norms, which, in fact, successfully replace formal structure and control. On the other hand, we can face the problem of several competitive powerful cultures inside organization or, even worse, organization without apparent core norms and values (the myriad of autonomous particles). This only blurs the real mission of the organization and gives too much space for subjective interpretations of main goals, which, bit by bit, leads the organization into chaos and anarchy.
In this context, t th he e e em mp pl lo oy ye ee e s se el le ec ct ti io on n is very important. Organizations usually look for workers with ability to work with others, to share information, to exchange ideas freely, to take on responsibility and to work under pressure and stress. The greater burden of responsibilities requires additional knowledge, skills and training in problem solving, quality standards, usage of information technology, etc.
CONCLUSION
Although new flexible models have involved fresh, elastic production techniques, this has not brought a definite break with traditional, hierarchical models of authority, command and control. Moreover, it has even further developed them by obscuring power behind participatory language. Obviously, there is a huge gap between the rhetorical and real structural changes. Employees may recognize this and perform even greater resistance, dissent and absenteeism. The vocabulary is still 'them' and 'us', regardless veiled endeavours to be 'we'. Moreover, traditional control is coupled with a heightened job requirements, involvement and responsibility, often without added compensations.
Consequently, workers may begin to romanticize formal, hierarchical production arrangements with secure job place, predictable 'tomorrow', relatively stable identity and the privilege of "leaving their brains at the door". On the other hand, the fact is that rational, bureaucratic 'model' of organization is far from dead. It still exists and permeates working reality, though in combination with other organizational arrangements and under different terminology (McDonaldization, for example).
It is important to stress out that each study of this type should be embedded in particular political, cultural and historical milieu. Any simplified generalizations regarding pros and cons of two 'contrasting organizational models' are laughable.
Organization theory should not regard these two approaches as mainly contrasting and confronting but should integrate them in order to provide more objective understanding of real organizational processes. Therefore, it is difficult to isolate pros and cons of any of these concepts. I do not see clear boundaries of these concepts nor plus-minus antagonism between them.
The simple notion is that rationalist approach, with its emphasis on structures, procedures, goals and rules, should be useful starting point and framework for the study of contemporary, personal and political dimensions of managerial and organizational work.
